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This document contains summaries of case studies of three different approaches to
providing marine resource users with incentives for conservation: buyouts, conservation
agreements, and alternative livelihoods. These case studies informed the volume entitled
Economic Incentives for Marine Conservation (Niesten and Gjertsen, 2010), available at
http://www.science2action.org. Please see this companion volume for definitions of the
three approaches and guidance on project design informed by analysis of the case studies.
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BUYOUTS
i. Mafia Island Marine Park gear replacement, Tanzania'

Mafia Island, 80 miles south of Dar es Salaam in Tanzania, is home to a diversity of
marine life. There are more than 400 species of fish, 5 species of marine turtles, 134
species of algae, and 48 kinds of corals surrounding this island. Much of this wildlife is
under threat due to destructive fishing gear and techniques. Prior to 1998, dynamite
fishing was a particularly lethal threat, with each blast destroying most coral reefs and
fish within a twenty-meter radius (Silva 2006). Since the mid-1990s, fishermen have
consistently used small-mesh seine nets, which scrape along the seabed and sensitive
benthic habitats. This fishing practice often causes significant damage to coral reefs and
seagrass habitats, but more importantly it indiscriminately captures high proportions of
juvenile fish. In addition, the fisheries around Mafia Islands face problems of over-
exploitation. Most of the estimated 42,000 people living on Mafia Island depend on
fishing as their main source of protein, and trading fish to the capital Dar es Salaam is the
main source of cash income. Most households have diversified sources of food, but
agriculture and business are limited due to low investment capital and poor soil. The
depletion of fish stocks thus presents a danger both to local biodiversity and to the future
livelihoods of local fishermen.

The need for management of this degraded area led conservationists and the Tanzanian
government to take action starting in the early 1990s. At the time, the Institute for Marine
Sciences (IMS) and Frontier-Tanzania conducted extensive preliminary ecological and
fisheries surveys as the prelude to planning and establishing a marine protected area
(MPA) in which fishing practices would be subject to regulation. From 1992, with
support from WWF, the government initiated a consultative process of meetings with 11
villages from the southeast of Mafia Island to discuss possible management strategies for
the fisheries. Response from the villagers was mixed; the prospect of eliminating
dynamite fishing, illegal since 1970 but commonly practiced since the early 1980s, was
welcomed. A ban on coral mining (for processing building lime) was less welcome, and
the boundaries were seen as being imposed without input from the villagers. A big step
was taken in 1994 with the passage of the Marine Parks and Reserves Act, which laid the
legal foundation on which to set up marine protected areas in Tanzania. In 1995, the
Mafia Island Marine Park (MIMP) became the first marine park in the country. Covering
an area of 822 km” on the southeast of Mafia Island, and originally involving 18,000
people in 11 villages, MIMP is one of the largest marine protected areas in the Indian
Ocean (Tobey and Torell 2006). The Marine Parks and Reserves Unit (MPRU) of the
Ministry of Livestock Development & Fisheries, governed by a multi-sectoral Board of
Trustees, oversees the administration of the park, including financing and licensing
arrangements within the protected area as well as community engagement policies.

! Additional information provided by Jason Rubens (WWF).



Objectives under the MIMP General Management Plan (2000) include conserving
biodiversity, promoting sustainable resource use, ensuring community participation in
management, developing ecotourism, and engaging in monitoring and research (URT
2000). The management tries to reconcile the needs of all the resource users, and
recognizes three main uses for the protected area: conservation and research, tourism, and
livelihood sustenance. To help achieve its goals, MIMP implements a variety of
programs. First, it establishes village institutions to give community members input in
management and monitoring. Second, it defines several management zones. One zone is
off limits to fishing to serve as a breeding ground for fish, and the other zones limit
fishing to people resident within MIMP or to all fishers who demonstrate that they do not
have illegal fishing gear. Third, the MIMP management certifies resident and non-
resident users. Fourth, it implements a gear-replacement program aimed at eliminating
illegal small-mesh seine nets. Fifth, there is a complementary livelihoods component that
conducts trials of income-generation activities other than fishing, such as mariculture, in
collaboration with local communities. The parks also implement various programs for
monitoring, research, educational support, and raising awareness.

Funding for these programs has, over the past ten years, come from the government of
Tanzania, WWF, the World Bank Marine and Coastal Environment Management
Programme (MACEMP), the Norwegian Agency for Development Cooperation
(NORAD), and the park board's internal funds. The park also earns some revenue from
visitor fees. WWF has been the largest single donor to the park since 1999.

The MIMP gear-replacement program seeks to diminish the degradation of the
ecosystems by having fishers turn in destructive gear, principally small-mesh seine nets,
in exchange for more sustainable equipment. A fisherman who turns in his net receives
an interest-free loan to help him purchase materials for sustainable fishing gears, or for
materials or training for an alternative livelihood. Examples of non-fishing enterprises
have included transportation businesses (both sea and road) and fuel trading. From 2004
to 2006, groups of fishermen who turned in their nets received interest-free loans ranging
from US$4,413 to US$13,239. The participants in this replacement program say it has
played an important role in helping them sustain their livelihoods while conforming to
the new regulations against destructive techniques. According to WWF staff in Mafia,
about 80% of illegal seine nets have been removed. It also is hoped that some of the
fishers who turn in their prohibited nets will embrace the alternative livelihoods that are
offered by the marine park.

In the past, law-abiding fishermen believed that the program’s targeting of fishermen
with illegal, destructive gears for interest-free loans created perverse incentives. The park
management has recognized this problem and has increasingly accommodated legal
fishers into its program since 2004 (Mwaipopo 2008).

Marine park rangers and village enforcement units conduct monitoring and enforcement
of the marine park zones. These enforcement groups are provided with boats and radio
transmitters. They are charged with confiscating any illegal fishing equipment and fining
fishermen who do not use permits. To date, the enforcement groups have been quick to



catch and fine seasonal and non-local fishermen, but they are invariably more lenient
with their fellow villagers.

The combination of zoning, outlawing destructive fishing practices, and monitoring of
these rules is meant to provide adequate incentives for fishermen living within the marine
park to turn in gear and give up harmful practices altogether. Yet there is evidence that
some of the fishermen are simply going outside the marine park to use their destructive
techniques. This has led to better ecosystem conditions within the park, but intensified
pressure outside. Many villagers feel that the zoning laws impede their livelihood by not
allowing them to take advantage of their knowledge about the best fishing locations. The
alternative gears from the gear-exchange program are not accessible to all, and although
it is the fishers themselves who propose the type of sustainable gear they are given, most
complain that the replacement gears are less effective. Alternative gears are invariably
operated in smaller groups, which provides less security to the individual in the event of
ill health. In one village (Jibondo), fishers complain that replacement gears do not
compensate for the loss of access to the no-take zone at Kitutia Reef.

It is difficult to determine the effectiveness of MIMP's gear-replacement program in
isolation, since improvements in the condition of marine habitats can be explained by the
combination of programs the marine park is implementing. Moreover, the marine habitats
in the park are on a trajectory of long-term recovery from both dynamite fishing in the
1980s and 1990s as well as widespread coral mortality resulting from the El Nifio coral
bleaching event in 1998. There has been improvement in fish stocks and marine
ecosystems, according to both local communities and visiting marine experts (Tobey and
Torell 2006). Compliance with the rules of the park has been partially successful.
Dynamite fishing has been entirely eliminated within MIMP's boundaries, while the
amount of illegal seine-net use and coral mining has diminished. However, inadequate
human, financial, and technical resources for effective surveillance will limit the extent to
which these practices can be eradicated.

Unfortunately, much of the illegal fishing has simply continued outside the park, bringing
into question MIMP's impact with respect to the Mafia Island marine ecosystem as a
whole. However, a more recent program implemented since 2007 by WWF, Mafia
District, and the Fisheries Division is establishing, training, and equipping Beach
Management Units (BMUs) in all the villages outside the park. Under fisheries
legislation, these BMUs are mandated to regulate illegal and unwelcome fishing activities
in their local area. Whilst the program has been well received and actively implemented
at the community level, it remains to be seen how effective local management initiatives
will be when they come up against powerful and influential parties, from both Mafia and
Dar es Salaam, that invest in illegal fishing in Mafia.

Meanwhile, within MIMP, there has been some increase in landings, but the community
members living within MIMP's borders report no positive economic or employment
impacts from the marine park. Instead, many of them express continued frustration at
their inability to effect changes in the management process (Mwaipopo 2008).



Mwaipopo, R. N. 2008. The Social Dimensions of Marine Protected Areas: A Case Study
of the Mafia Island Marine Park in Tanzania. International Collective in Support of
Fishworkers, India, 54 pp.

Silva, P. 2006. Exploring the Linkages Between Poverty, Marine Protected Area
Management, and the Use of Destructive Fishing Gear in Tanzania. World Bank Policy
Research Working Paper No. 3831.

Tobey, J. and E. Torell. 2006. Coastal poverty and MPA management in mainland
Tanzania and Zanzibar. Ocean & Coastal Management 49(11): 834-854.

United Republic of Tanzania. 2000. Mafia Island Marine Park General Management
Plan. Ministry of Natural Resources and Tourism.



ii. Morro Bay trawl permit and vessel buyout, USA?

Trawling is the primary method for groundfish capture on the west coast of the United
States. Trawling involves dragging large, weighted nets along the sea bottom, which can
damage habitat and result in high bycatch. In 1999, Oceana—an international non-
government organization (NGO) focused on ocean conservation—launched a lawsuit
against the National Marine Fisheries Service, accusing it of failing to designate adequate
“essential fish habitat.” In 2000, a judge ordered the agency to prepare an environmental
impact statement. Two years later, the National Research Council released a report
surveying research on trawling that detailed the negative effects of trawling on seafloor
habitat. Its recommendations included closing vulnerable areas of the ocean floor to
bottom trawling and reducing fishing outside protected areas.

In July 2003, The Nature Conservancy (TNC) and Environmental Defense Fund (EDF)
responded to these events by engaging the Morro Bay-based bottom-trawling industry
(fishermen and processors) along the central coast of California to explore a market-
based plan to protect the marine environment and help fishermen. The goal was to protect
biodiversity and promote recovery of groundfish stocks by establishing large no-trawl
zones. TNC and the fishermen agreed to jointly develop recommendations to the Pacific
Fishery Management Council (PFMC) for closure of specific marine areas to trawling. In
return for industry support for no-trawling zones, TNC would purchase permits and
vessels to reduce harvest effort and ease the financial costs of reduced fishing area.

TNC and EDF negotiated with the Morro Bay fishermen and eventually agreed on areas
that could adequately protect two-thirds of the biodiversity along the central California
ocean shelf by reducing trawling, but also allow some fishing to continue. In June 2005,
the PFMC approved the proposal of zones that ban bottom trawling in 3.8 million acres
of ocean. The regulations were enacted in May of 2006, and on June 27, 2006, TNC
purchased six federal limited-entry trawling permits and four trawling vessels from
commercial fishermen.

The buyout sought to reduce the impact of trawling, but TNC also paid attention to
sustaining the fishing industry. The objective is to transition to a more sustainable fishery
through measures such as gear switching and marketing higher-quality/higher-value fish.
The incentive created by the buyout was for fishermen to leave the fishery (giving up
trawling permits and vessels) in exchange for direct payments (presumably compensating
them for lost future earnings). In addition, the buyout was structured to create an
incentive for the fishermen, PFMC, and TNC to work together to implement no-trawl
zones. Finally, an additional incentive to reduce trawling effort was the offer by TNC to
assist with marketing of sustainably caught fish.

TNC imposed the following conditions on permit and vessel purchases (Bell 2008):
1. Purchases would only proceed upon on closure of the no-trawl areas.

2. Permit values were based on catch history.

3. Retired vessels could not be used in trawling.

? Additional information provided by Merrick Burden (EDF).



4. Sellers agreed not to enter any component of the groundfish fishery for five years.

The Morro Bay trawl buyout achieved TNC’s conservation objectives in a manner more
or less acceptable to all. This was a cooperative process in which industry, government,
and environmental NGOs worked toward solutions, as opposed to the adversarial battles
that often characterize fisheries management. The project attempted to ease the
economic impacts of no-trawl zones on the fishermen by compensating them for
withdrawing completely from the fishery. In addition, the current phase of the project
seeks to sustain the fisheries by leasing permits back to fishermen who commit to
switching to sustainable gear and practices. This alternative gear will reduce catch
volumes, but there are plans to market higher-quality, higher-value fish to avoid losses in
profit. Finally, as there is still large demand for fish that can be caught only by trawling,
TNC works with fishermen to modify trawl gear and practices to reduce impacts while
continuing supply.

The costs of this project are substantial, including the project design phase, the $3.8
million initial purchase cost, and continuing annual costs. However, the impacts of the
buyout on habitat and fish species of the area remain unclear, as results of monitoring
efforts are not available. Therefore the cost-effectiveness of this intervention cannot be
evaluated. Trawl permit owners in other areas and TNC are interested in pursuing similar
deals, but permit allocation issues and cost may be prohibitive.

The Morro Bay trawl buyout is the first private buyout of Pacific fishing vessels and
permits for conservation purposes. The lease-back component of the initiative closely
resembles the terrestrial easement approach. Although it is not possible to place
restrictions on fishing permits, it is possible to lease a permit back with restrictions. In
some ways, the central California coast context represented a best-case scenario for this
approach (Bell 2008):
¢ Fishermen were motivated because of depressed prices and economic uncertainty
about the future of trawling.
o PFMC was motivated because of the earlier Oceana lawsuit, which held that
NOAA had not provided adequate essential fish habitat.
e TNC was motivated because they had already conducted their ecoregional
assessment to identify high priority areas.
e TNC and ED had experience in terrestrial easements and the willingness to
experiment with the approach in the marine setting.
® A limited-access transferable permit program already was in place with fairly
effective governance and enforcement.

Bell, M. 2008. Permit Buy-outs and Conservation Fishing Agreements in California.
Presented at A Private-Sector Approach: Conservation Agreements in Support of Marine
Protection, Bainbridge Island, Washington, June 18, 2008.



iii. Northern Gulf of California gill net permit buyout, Mexico®

The vaquita (Phocoena sinus) is a small porpoise endemic to the Northern Gulf of
California, Mexico. Its known distribution encompasses an area of only about 4,000 kmz,
far smaller than that of any other living marine cetacean species. The main threat to
vaquita survival is bycatch in gill nets used for fish and shrimp. The vaquita is
particularly vulnerable given its restricted distribution in an area where fishing has long
been a primary economic activity, providing the sole source of income for many people.

Despite regulations to protect vaquita and other species, the threat from fishing (both
legal and illegal) persists. For years fishermen and other stakeholders have debated the
cause of vaquita population decline, while the threat continued to escalate. Although
fishermen do not want to catch vaquita, practices within the fisheries did not change
enough to reduce the pressure, and enforcement remained ineffective. Numerous
regulations, protected designations, and management recommendations have sought to
protect the vaquita since the [IUCN declared it endangered in 1990. However, a recent
paper by Jaramillo et al. (2007) estimates that there were only 150 vaquitas remaining in
2007. Continued failure to mitigate the threat as well as conflicts between government,
NGO s, and fishermen necessitated a palatable solution that quickly could remove all nets
from vaquita habitat. In 2005, the Mexican government, the U.S. government, and a
variety of non-government organizations (NGOs) began discussing the design of a
buyout to compensate fishermen for ceasing to use nets in vaquita habitat.

After much discussion about how to implement a buyout of all nets, the Mexican
government decided to proceed with an initial buyout and reduce fishing effort as much
as possible for 10 million pesos (approximately US$1 million). The hope was that
success at this initial scale would build trust and secure support for a larger buyout. The
pilot scheme was implemented in August 2007. Fishermen were given the opportunity to
respond to different offered prices for either (a) giving up their net permits (for shrimp or
finfish) in exchange for permits for gear that do not harm vaquita, or (b) giving up their
net permits (for shrimp or finfish) in exchange for funding to develop a tourism-related
business. Sixty-six permits out of approximately 1,400 were purchased. A second buyout
took place in June and July 2008. Out of 893 applications submitted, 738 applications
were accepted: 52 for switching gears; 138 for full buyouts (alternative livelihood); and
548 for compensation for not fishing inside the refuge for one year. In the second buyout,
fishermen were required to relinquish their fishing permit, boat, motor, and nets
associated with the boat. The second buyout, while fairly limited as well, was more
flexible than the first since it allowed a greater variety of alternative activities in addition
to gear replacement. However, hundreds more nets must be removed from vaquita
habitat within the next couple of years if extinction is to be prevented.

? Additional information provided by Catalina Lopez (NOS Noroeste Sustentable), Chris Costello
(University of California, Santa Barbara), Alejandro Castillo Lépez (Centro Intercultural de Estudios de
Desiertos y Océanos), Ani Youatt (Natural Resources Defense Council), Steve Cox (WWF), Carlos Muiioz
Pifia (Instituto Nacional de Ecologia), Sara Avila (Instituto Nacional de Ecologia).



Although it took much time to build support for a buyout, it was finally designed and
implemented in a relatively short period of time. A recent surge of commitment from
government and elsewhere has led to some optimism on the part of vaquita
conservationists. Fishermen express willingness to consider proposals as long as there
also is enforcement to keep out illegal fishermen. Stakeholders now generally agree that
economic incentives are needed to secure vaquita conservation for the long-run, and there
are plans for a multi-component strategy for long-term conservation, including long-term
financing. In addition, a joint WWF and TNC team is exploring other economic
strategies to complement and augment existing protection strategies. These include
concessions, water rights acquisitions, and other incentive-based fisheries management
tools.

Many fishermen in the towns of Puerto Pefiasco, El Golfo de Santa Clara, and San
Felipe—the main towns near vaquita habitat—will not consider a buyout if it entails
permanently giving up the option to fish. Therefore, a more appealing option seems to be
temporary compensation for not fishing inside the refuge (which does not require
relinquishing a permit) and working to develop new vaquita-safe gear. There are efforts
underway with the Mexican government, stakeholder groups, and US fishermen and
academics to design and test new vaquita-safe gear. The potential for marketing vaquita-
safe shrimp is being investigated, which could complement the introduction of alternative
gear and lessen the impact of banning nets. In addition, there is interest in establishing
microcredit projects to assist the fishermen and their families in transitioning to other
livelihoods.

Several issues make not only the buyout but any attempt at vaquita conservation
extremely difficult. Alternative economic options are limited, particularly in El Golfo de
Santa Clara, where there are few tourism opportunities. Artisanal fishing has gone
largely unmonitored in this large area, and there is a long history of illegal fishing. There
are numerous government agencies that must cooperate to ensure that the buyout and
regulations are implemented and enforced. There are overlapping jurisdictions of various
agencies and protection zones, which can be confusing and lead to inertia. In addition, all
the agencies suffer from a lack of resources, limiting their ability to implement
conservation schemes and enforcement. Finally, the history with the US embargo on
tuna from Mexico because of dolphin bycatch has led to mistrust of US government and
environmental organizations that offer financial or technical assistance with the vaquita
problem. The Mexican government occasionally has stated that this is a Mexican problem
that should be free of international intervention and that other countries are attempting to
undermine the competitiveness of Mexican fisheries. Thus, vaquita conservation has a
long and often painful history. This context and the large number of stakeholders and
consensus process have led to slow progress. The current state of the vaquita population
requires urgent action, a necessity that is at odds with the socio-political reality.

Jaramillo-Legorreta, A., L. Rojas-Bracho, R. L. Brownell Jr., A. J. Read, R. R. Reeves,

K. Ralls, and B. L. Taylor. 2007. Saving the vaquita: immediate action, not more data.
Conservation Biology 21: 1653—1655.
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iv. Palmyra island purchase, USA”

Located 1,052 miles south of Hawaii, the Palmyra atoll consists of 275 hectares of land
and 6,277 hectares of pristine coral reefs enclosing a lagoon rich with wildlife. Palmyra
is one of the northernmost atolls in the Line Islands Archipelago in the equatorial Pacific
Ocean, and it is one of the largest US atolls. With a maximum elevation of 2 meters
above sea level, the atoll was formed by coral growth along the outer edge of an ancient
volcano. Because of its geographic location, Palmyra atoll serves as a critical resting stop
and nesting site for vast numbers of migratory seabirds and shorebirds. It is situated 5
degrees north of the equator in the inter-tropical convergence zone, where trade winds
from the northern and southern hemispheres meet. This zone is characterized by high
rainfall, as much as 175 inches per year on Palmyra. As a result of these weather
conditions, Palmyra is one of the last locations on Earth harboring rainforests of Pisonia
grandis, a rare tree found only in wet atoll environments. These forests provide key
habitat for several bird species, including the endangered red-footed booby. Palmyra’s
red-footed booby nesting colony is the second largest in the world, exceeded only by the
Galapagos.

The Palmyra atoll supports more than 120 species of coral—three times as many coral
species as can be found in Hawaii or the Caribbean, and five times as many species as
can be found in the Florida Keys. Other marine species found in the vicinity of Palmyra
include melon-headed whales, bottle-nosed dolphins, hawksbill turtles, black-tip sharks,
tiger sharks, manta rays, giant clams, and more than 150 recorded fish species. The
shores of Palmyra include critical nesting beaches for the endangered green sea turtle. In
addition, Palmyra is home to some of the world’s rarest species, including the largest land
invertebrate, the coconut crab. Threats to the biodiversity of Palmyra include poaching,
unauthorized landings, yacht visitations, and ship groundings. The biggest threat is the
introduction of invasive exotic species; already the ecosystem has been invaded by alien
rats, coconut palm, and various ant species.

During World War II, the Palmyra atoll was used by the US Navy as an airbase and
refueling dock with more than 6,000 personnel based there. Activities on the atoll
included dredging to construct a seaplane runway and construction of a causeway
bisecting the lagoon. Additional dredging took place to connect various islets, increasing
the elevation of the emergent lands and greatly reducing water flow throughout the
lagoon. Proposed uses for the atoll have included the establishment of a coconut
plantation, resort and casino development, shark fishing, a station for off-loading tuna
from long-liners, and designation as a nuclear waste repository, but these plans either
failed or were blocked by the Fullard-Leo family, which claimed the atoll as private
rather than US government property.

In 1947, the Fullard-Leo family finally prevailed in a protracted US Supreme Court battle
for ownership of the Palmyra atoll, and the US Navy vacated the premises. When Hawaii
was granted statehood in 1959, Palmyra was specifically excluded from the new state,

* Additional information provided by Stuart Sandin (Scripps Institution of Oceanography).
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resulting in the only completely privately owned territory in the United States. After the
Supreme Court ruling, negative relations with the US military caused the Fullard-Leo
family to avoid the establishment of a formal protected area that would place the atoll
under jurisdiction of the Department of Interior. However, over time the family did come
to feel comfortable working with The Nature Conservancy (TNC) to conserve the atoll.
After more than two years of negotiations, TNC and the Fullard-Leo family reached an
agreement in 2000 under which TNC purchased the atoll for about $30 million,
substantially less than the original asking price of $47 million. The US Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) contributed $9 million in financing by purchasing 680 acres of above-
water forest lands and 515,232 acres of submerged lands and open water, including
approximately 16,094 acres of coral reef habitat. Those areas are a National Wildlife
Refuge, while the remainder of the atoll, about a third of the total area, is managed by
TNC as a preserve. The island and surroundings are now also part of the Pacific Remote
Islands Marine National Monument. TNC and USFWS are pooling their resources to
work together to implement conservation plans for the atoll. In addition to the purchase
price, TNC budgeted about $7 million to establish management operations and build an
endowment to support management over the long term.

In compliance with the National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966, the
USFWS has formulated a 15-year comprehensive conservation plan (CCP) for
management of the atoll. The CCP specifies acceptable recreational uses of the atoll, such
as fishing, scuba diving/snorkeling, photography, and wildlife education and
interpretation. In addition to the CCP, a Research Management Plan (RMP) also was
developed to specify research goals, objectives, and strategies. An Environmental
Assessment, Land Protection Plan, and Conceptual Management Plan were drafted for
both the CCP and RMP, and Findings of No Significant Impact were issued shortly
thereafter.

In 2003, TNC established an association of 10 academic institutions to form the Palmyra
Atoll Research Consortium (PARC), with the goal of conducting research on Palmyra. In
2005, TNC and PARC, with $1.5 million in funding from the Gordon and Betty Moore
Foundation, set up a research station inside the Refuge on Cooper Island with the
capacity to accommodate 20 researchers. The housing facilities and research lab complex
are supported by a 100,000-gallon freshwater catchment system, 24-hour electricity, and
an environmentally friendly septic system. The consortium purchased a 25-foot offshore
research boat and a high-volume SCUBA compressor system to expand marine research
capacity. Research focuses on topics such as climate change, terrestrial species
interaction, rare forest-type preservation, and marine ecology and biodiversity. The
research being carried out at Palmyra addresses a number of the research needs specified
by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s Coral Reef Ecosystem
Research Plan.

A portion of the cost of research may be covered by small-scale eco-tourism on the

island. TNC has been considering efforts to clean up the airstrip and develop tenting
grounds on the atoll, but research activity is the priority and the exploration of eco-
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tourism opportunities will come second. The Conservancy currently brings donors to the
atoll for eco-tourism and bonefishing using catch-and-release methods.

The purchase of the Palmyra atoll is considered by some to be the most important marine
protection effort by The Nature Conservancy. The combination of government and
private involvement has allowed 